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DETAILED ACTION 

1. This action is responsive to communications: Amendment, filed on 3/22/04. 
This action is final 

2. Claims 1-29 are pending in this application. Claims 1, 14, andl9 are independent claims. 
In the Amendment, filed on 3/22/04, claim 1 was amended. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(a) the invention was known or used by others in this country, or patented or described in a printed publication in this 
or a foreign country, before the invention thereof by the applicant for a patent. 

Claim 1-3, 6-10, 13-25, 27, 29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(a) as being anticipated 
by Lyle et al. (US 5,956,023) 

As per claim 1, Lyle et al. teaches in a computing device, a system comprising: 

a modeling engine for editing modeling elements, the modeling engine connected to a 
user interface (col. 4, lines 54-64); The examiner infers to the application control manager to be 
a type of modeling engine. 

a layout engine, the layout engine connected to the modeling engine and configured to 
execute an automatic layout process that automatically lays out modeling elements (col. 10, lines 
3-14); The examiner infers to transmitting a prescribed function code for implementation by the 
application control manager to be automatically laying out modeling elements 

and a set of at least one interface connecting the modeling engine to the layout engine, 
the set including at least one interface through which the modeling engine communicates with 



Application/Control Number: 09/742,781 Page 3 

Art Unit: 2174 

the layout engine to provide user interaction with the automatic layout process other than to 
cancel the automatic layout process (col. 10, lines 30-40). The examiner infers to pause/end to 
be an user interaction with the automatic layout process other than to cancel the automatic layout 
process. 

As per claim 2, Lyle et al. teaches the system of claim 1 wherein the modeling engine 
communicates with the layout engine by calls from the layout engine via the interface (col. 12, 
lines 45-60). 

As per claim 3, Lyle et al. teaches the system of claim 1 wherein the modeling engine 
communicates with the layout engine via events raised by the layout engine (col 10, lines 41- 
51). 

As per claim 4, Lyle et al. teaches the system of claim 1, Lyle teach wherein the 
modeling engine communicates with the layout engine to provide a progress indicator to the 
user. (Fig. 11, item 78) 

As per claim 5, Lyle et al. teaches the system of claim 1 wherein the modeling engine 
communicates with the layout engine to obtain status information from the layout engine (col. 
12, lines 61-68). 

AS per claim 6, Lyle et al. teaches the system of claim 1 wherein the modeling engine 
communicates with the layout engine to interrupt the automatic layout process (col. 10, lines 41- 
51). 

As per claim 7, Lyle et al. teaches the system of claim 6 wherein the modeling engine 
communicates with the layout engine to preserve state of the automatic layout process (col 10, 
lines 41-51). 
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As per claim 8, Lyle et al. teaches the system of claim 7 wherein the modeling engine 
communicates with the layout engine to preserve the state of the automatic layout process by 
passing an interface thereto (col. 10, lines 41-51, fig 4, item 86). 

As per claim 9, Lyle et al teaches the system of claim 7 wherein the modeling engine 
communicates with the layout engine to restore the state of the automatic layout process, and to 
resume the automatic layout process (col. 10, lines 41-51). 

As per claim 10, Lyle et al. teaches the system of claim 9 wherein the modeling engine 
communicates with the layout engine to restore the state of the automatic layout process by 
passing an interface thereto (col. 10, lines 41-51). It is inherent that the display will include a 
resume button. 

As per claim 13, Lyle et al. teaches the system of claim 1 wherein the modeling engine 
communicates with the layout engine to obtain capability information from the layout engine 
(fig. 9, item 102) 

As per claim 14, Lyle et al. teaches a computer-implemented method, comprising: 

starting a layout engine to lay out model elements(Fig 5, item 98); 

receiving information from the layout engine indicating that it can be safely interrupted; 
and interrupting the layout engine based on the information (Fig 9. item 86). 

As per claim 15, Lyle et al. teaches the method of claim 14 wherein receiving 
information comprises receiving an event (Fig 9. item 86); It is inherent that the pause/end would 
be available only when the user have the permission to pause the process. 

As per claim 16, Lyle et al. teaches the method of claim 14 further comprising, receiving 
a request to interrupt the layout engine, and waiting for the information from the layout engine 
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indicating that it can be safely interrupted (Fig 5, item 98, Fig 9, item 86); It is inherent that the 
pause/end would be available only when it is save to interrupt. 

As per claim 17, Lyle et al. teaches the method of claim 14 wherein the request comprises 
a user action (Fig 9. item 86). 

As per claim 18, Lyle et al. teaches a computer computer-readable medium having 
computer executable instructions for performing the method of claim 14 (col. 19, lines 62-64). 

As per claim 19, Lyle et al. teaches a computer-implemented method, comprising: 

starting a layout engine to lay out model elements (col. 10, lines 3-14). The examiner 
infers to transmitting a prescribed function code for implementation by the application control 
manager to be automatically lays out modeling elements; 

providing information to the layout engine by which the layout engine preserves state 
information (col. 4, lines 54-64); 

interrupting the layout engine (col. 10, lines 3-14); 

providing information to the layout engine by which the layout engine restores state from 
the state information (col. 10, lines 3-14); It is inherent that when the user resume the process, 
the layout engine provides the user with the state information by switching the resume button 
back to the pause/end button; and 

restarting the layout engine from the restored state (col. 10, lines 3-14). 

As per claim 20, Lyle et al. teaches the method of claim 1 9 wherein starting the layout 
engine includes communicating information to the layout engine through an interface thereof 
(col. 10, lines 4-14). 
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As per claim 21, Lyle et al. teaches the method of claim 19 wherein providing 
information to the layout engine by which the layout engine preserves state information includes 
passing an interface to the layout engine (col. 10, lines 41-51). It is inherent that the resume 
button indicates to the user that the system is in a preserved state, which can be resumed. 

As per claim 22, Lyle et al. teaches the method of claim 19 wherein interrupting the 
layout engine includes communicating information to the layout engine through an interface 
thereof (col. 10, lines 41-51, fig 4, item 86). 

As per claim 23, which is dependent on claim 22, it is of the same scope as claim 15. (see 
rejection above). 

As per claim 24, Lyle et al. teaches the method of claim 19 wherein providing 
information to the layout engine by which the layout engine restores state information includes 
passing an interface to the layout engine (col. 10, lines 41-51). It is inherent that when the 
process is resumed, the button is returned to the pause/end state, which indicate to the user that 
the process is being executed. 

As per claim 25, Lyle et al. teaches the method of claim 19 further comprising, receiving 
events from the layout engine (col. 10, lines 14-18). 

As per claim 26, which is dependent on claim 25, it is of the same scope as claim 4 (see 
rejection above). 

As per claim 27, Lyle et al. teaches the method of claim 19 further comprising, calling 
the layout engine to receive status information therefrom (col. 12, lines 61-68). 
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As per claim 29, Lyle et al. teaches a computer computer-readable medium having 
computer executable instructions for performing the method of claim 19 (col. 9, lines 24-28). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

Claim 28 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Lyle (US 
5,956,023) in view of Hurtado et al. (US 6,418,421). 

As per claim 28, Lyle et al. teaches the method of claim 19. However, he fails to teach 
wherein the status information includes data corresponding to time remaining to complete laying 
out the model elements. Hurtado et al. teach a method wherein the status information includes 
data corresponding to time remaining to complete laying out the model elements (col. 56, lines 
20-35. ). It would have been obvious to an artisan at the time of the invention to include 
Hurtado' s teaching with Lyle et al.'s engine in order to allow the users to utilize their time more 
efficiently. 

Claims 1 1 and 12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Lyle 
(US 5,956,023) in view of Wittenburg et al. (US 6,515,656). 

As per claim 1 1, Lyle et al teaches the system of claim 1 . However, Lyle et al. fail to 
teach the system wherein the layout engine comprises a pluggable software component. 
Wittenburg teaches usage and implementation of pluggable software (col. 7, lines 14-34). It 
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would have been obvious to an artisan at the time of the invention to include Wittenburg' s 
teaching with Lyle et al.'s engine in order to allow user to add components that are independent 
of other components. 

As per claim 12, Lyle et al. and Wittenburg teach the system of claim 1 . Wittenburg 
further teaches wherein the modeling engine comprises a pluggable software component (col. 7, 
lines 14-34). 

Response to Argument 

Applicant's arguments filed on 3/25/04 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

Applicant's arguments focused on the following points: 

A) Lyle fails to recite an engine that is designed to perform resource-intensive tasks such 
as emulating (modeling) microelectronic system designs where model elements behave and 
interact with each as though they were real as defined by the parameters stored in the modeling 
engine. 

A) In response to applicants argument that the references fail to show certain features of 
applicant's invention, it is noted that the features upon which applicant relies (i.e., an engine that 
is designed to perform resource-intensive tasks such as emulating (modeling) microelectronic 
system designs where model elements behave and interact with each as though they were real as 
defined by the parameters stored in the modeling engine) are not recited in the rejected claim(s). 
Although the claims are interpreted in light of the specification, limitations from the specification 
are not read into the claims. See In re Van Geuns, 988 F.2d 1 181, 26 USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. Cir. 
1993). 
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THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL- Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1. 136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing 
date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Peng Ke whose telephone number is (703) 305-7615. The 
examiner can normally be reached on M-Th and Alternate Fridays 8:30-5:00. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Kristine L Kincaid can be reached on (703) 308-0640. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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